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G434-1
Section 1.0, "Introduction," has been updated to more clearly
specify the throughput figures used in the environmental analysis.
As stated, "Under normal operating conditions, the annual average
throughput would be 800 million cubic feet per day; however, the
Applicant has calculated that maximum operating scenarios would
allow deliveries of up to 1.2 billion cubic feet per day, or the gas
equivalent 1.5 billion cubic feet per day on an hourly basis for a
maximum of six hours. These operating conditions would only be in
effect if SoCalGas were to offer the Applicant the opportunity to
provide additional gas in cases of supply interruption elsewhere in
the SoCalGas system or extremely high power demand, for
example, during hot summer days." In addition, applicable sections
of the document have been updated similarly to clarify the
throughput figures used in the analysis, including Sections 4.6, 4.7,
4.14, and 4.18.

G434-2
Both maps are accurate. The NOAA nautical chart uses a Mercator
projection, and the regional map in the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR
(Figures ES-3 and 3.3-1) uses a Lambert conformal conical
projection. On a Mercator map, longitudinal lines converge at the
poles; the farther from the equator, the closer together the lines of
longitude. It is not possible to successfully overlay a conical
projection map on a Mercator chart without distorting shapes and
distances.

Figures ES-3 and 3.3-1 are based on a map of the State of
California at a scale of 1:1,000,000, a scale that permits the display
of the large geographic area that has features of interest to the
public. The shipping lanes were transferred from a nautical chart
(scale 1:232,188, or more that four times the scale of the regional
map) on a different projection. The shipping lanes are shown in
more detail on other maps in the document (see Section 4.3). Both
figures state, "Map depicts approximate locations based on best
available data" and note that certain features are not to scale.
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G434-3
The Applicant did not develop the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR and
did not supply the graphical representation in Figure 2.2-1. See the
response to Comment G434-2 for a discussion of maps with
different projections.

Sections 2.2.4 and 4.3.1.4 discuss the characteristics of the safety
zone.
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G434-4
Table 2.1-2 contains information on the distances from the FSRU to
specific locations. Section 4.3.1.1 describes the distance from the
FSRU to the shipping lanes. Sections 2.2.4 and 4.3.1.4. discuss the
characteristics of the safety zone and area to be avoided.

See the response to Comment G434-2, which explains that it is not
possible to accurately overlay maps in two different projections.

G434-5
Section 2.2.2.3 contains additional information on this topic.

G434-6
Section 2.1 contains information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU. The Cabrillo Port must be designed
in accordance with applicable standards, and the U.S. Coast Guard
has final approval. Section 4.2.4 contains information on Federal
and State agency jurisdiction and cooperation. The Deepwater Port
Act specifies performance levels that all deepwater ports must
meet; Section 4.2.7.3 contains information on design and safety
standards for the deepwater port. Section 4.2.8.2 contains
information on pipeline safety and inspections. The EIS/EIR's
analyses have been developed with consideration of these factors
and regulations.

NEPA and the CEQA require that an EIS/EIR contain a detailed
discussion of possible mitigation measures; however, NEPA does
not require a complete mitigation plan be completed at the time of
the EIS. In Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S.
332, 109 S.Ct 1835 (1989), the court determined that..."[T]here is a
fundamental distinction, however, between a requirement that
mitigation be discussed in sufficient detail to ensure that
environmental consequences have been fairly evaluated, on the
one hand, and a substantive requirement that a complete mitigation
plan be actually formulated and adopted, on the other."

Under the CEQA, mitigation measures "may specify performance
standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the project
and which may be accomplished in more than one specific way"
(CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(b)).
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G434-7
As stated in Section 4.11.1, "[n]either Federal (the USCG and the
U.S. Maritime Administration [MARAD]) nor State (CSLC) lead
agencies require deepwater port applicants to provide final detailed
designs as part of their application. If an application is approved
and MARAD issues a deepwater port license or a license with
conditions, the deepwater port licensee is required to submit all
plans of the offshore components comprising the deepwater port to
the USCG for approval. If the CSLC approves the lease application,
the conditions of the lease would include specific requirements for
submittal of detailed design criteria and final detailed engineering
designs by the Applicant for review and approval by State
agencies. Additional studies may be required for final design and
would require Federal and State approval before construction of the
deepwater port can begin."

Section 2.1 contains information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU. The Cabrillo Port must be designed
in accordance with applicable standards, and the U.S. Coast Guard
has final approval. Section 4.2.4 contains information on Federal
and State agency jurisdiction and cooperation. The Deepwater Port
Act specifies regulations that all deepwater ports must meet;
Section 4.2.7.3 contains information on design and safety
standards for the deepwater port.
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G434-8
Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, 1.2.4, 1.2.5 (in Section 1.2 Project Purpose,
Need, and Objectives), and 3.3 (Alternatives Eliminated From
Further Analysis) contain revised text on this topic. Under NEPA
and CEQA, a reasonable range of alternatives must be considered.
What is necessary is information sufficient to permit a reasoned
choice of alternatives with respect to their environmental impacts.

Additional information on the alternatives has been added in
several sections. However, NEPA and CEQA do not dictate an
amount of information to be provided, but rather, prescribes a level
of treatment, which may in turn require varying amounts of
information, to enable a reviewer and decision-makers to evaluate
and compare alternatives.

Section 3.2 identifies the range of alternatives considered. As
discussed in Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2, the achievement of the
credible levels of energy conservation and use of renewable energy
sources do not meet, as determined by the California Energy
Commission, the projected energy needs of California. The
projected energy gap is to be filled by seeking additional supplies of
natural gas, including LNG. The project goal of fulfilling California's
and the nation's short-term and mid-term natural gas supply needs
or diversifying the supply of natural gas should be viewed in this
context. Section 3.3.7 discusses the 18 potential locations for the
deepwater port. It builds on previous California Coastal
Commission studies that evaluated nearly 100 locations. In
addition, Table 3.2-1 identifies six alternative technologies that are
evaluated.

It should also be noted that the choice of the “No Action (No
Project) Alternative” by decision-makers would maintain California’s
existing and projected energy supply mix, including conservation,
renewable energy sources, etc. Clearly, decision-makers have
discretion in this matter.

Both NEPA and the CEQA require the consideration of alternatives
to a proposed project. 33 U.S.C. § 1502.14(a) states that the EIS
should "rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable
alternatives, and for alternatives which were eliminated from
detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been
eliminated." Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines states,
"The Lead Agency is responsible for selecting a range of project
alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its
reasoning for selecting those alternatives." This document
conforms to these requirements and related court cases.



Sections 3.3.7.3 and 3.3.8.1 contain additional information on this
topic. Further, the document's treatment of the cited projects is
consistent with the requirements of section 15130 of the State
CEQA Guidelines.

A comparable analysis for the Clearwater Port is not possible at this
time because the environmental analysis of the proposed facility
has not been initiated.

Section 4.20.1.3 contains information on the Sound Energy
Solutions (SES) Port of Long Beach Onshore LNG Terminal and
the Clearwater Port projects. Section 4.20.3 analyzes the potential
cumulative impacts of these projects on the environment.

The Long Beach Board of Harbor Commissioners voted on January
22, 2007, to end the environmental review of a proposal by SES
and issued the following statement: "After deliberation, based upon
an opinion from Long Beach City Attorney Robert Shannon, who
concluded that the Environmental Impact Report on the proposed
LNG project 'is and in all likelihood will remain legally inadequate,'
and since an agreement between Sound Energy Solutions and the
City does not appear to be forthcoming, the Board of Harbor
Commissioners disapproves the project and declines to pursue
further negotiations" (Port of Long Beach 2007).

In addition, Congress has passed statutes that distribute
responsibility for the development of LNG facilities in the United
States across different agencies within the Federal government.
For offshore LNG facilities, the USCG and MARAD jointly share
responsibility for evaluating and processing applications submitted
under the DWPA. For onshore facilities, that responsibility lies with
the FERC under the Natural Gas Act. Nonetheless, in evaluating
reasonable alternatives under NEPA for bringing LNG to the
California market, both offshore and onshore LNG facilities must be
considered. Finally, this EIS/EIR does not address how many LNG
facilities may be needed to meet the growing demand in California
because that decision will ultimately be based on market
conditions.

G434-9
Section 2.1 contains information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU. The Cabrillo Port must be designed
in accordance with applicable standards, and the U.S. Coast Guard
has final approval. Section 4.2.4 contains information on Federal
and State agency jurisdiction and cooperation. The Deepwater Port
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Act specifies performance levels that all deepwater ports must
meet; Section 4.2.7.3 contains information on design and safety
standards for the deepwater port. Section 4.2.8.2 contains the
regulatory requirements for offshore and onshore pipeline
safety,inspections, and enforcement. The EIS/EIR's analyses have
been developed with consideration of these factors and regulations.

G434-10
To help clarify the content, the term "and Hazards" has been added
to the title of Section 4.11, "Geologic Resources and Hazards."

G434-10.1
See the response to Comment G434-2.

G434-11
The EIS/EIR has been prepared under the direction of MARAD,
USCG, and CSLC.

The text throughout the document, including citations to references,
has been revised.
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G434-12
Ecology and Environment, Inc., does not currently, nor has it ever,
had contracts with the Federal government in the Middle East.
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G434-13
Sections 1.2.2 and 1.2.3 discuss the U.S. and California's need for
natural gas.

The EIS/EIR does not discuss "international economic implications,
natural gas pricing, or supply chain issues related to the scope of
the Project, since they are highly speculative and infinite variations
could occur" as stated in Section 4.16.1.

G434-14
Section 1.1.1 contains revised text. The numbered items cited in
Section 1.1.1 are not findings, but are MARAD's responsibilities for
issuing deepwater port licenses. If the Administrator, MARAD, does
not believe that the Project meets the objectives of the DWPA, then
a license will not be issued.
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G434-15
Section 1.2.3 contains revised text on this topic.
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G434-16
As discussed in Section 1.2.3. “The California Legislature
recognizes that the CEC is the State’s principal energy policy and
planning organization and that the CEC is responsible for
determining the energy needs of the California.” Therefore, the
CEC’s projections of natural gas need in California have been used
in the EIS/EIR. Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 contain updated text,
regarding energy conservation and renewable energy sources,
respectively.

Whether or not the public takes advantage of low cost energy and
its commercial availability is uncertain. It is for the same reasons,
the expected legislation from the Governor’s office is also
considered uncertain. Section 15145 of the State CEQA Guidelines
states, "If, after thorough investigation, a lead agency finds that a
particular impact is too speculative for evaluation, the agency
should note its conclusion and terminate discussion of the impact."
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G434-17
Sections 1.2.3 and 1.2.4 contain revised text on this topic.

Whether or not the public takes advantage of low cost energy and
its commercial availability is uncertain. It is for the same reasons,
the expected legislation from the Governor’s office is also
considered uncertain. Section 15145 of the State CEQA Guidelines
states, "If, after thorough investigation, a lead agency finds that a
particular impact is too speculative for evaluation, the agency
should note its conclusion and terminate discussion of the impact."
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G434-17.1
Section 2.2.1 discusses the proposed natural gas supply sources
for Cabrillo Port. Section 4.6.2 contains the natural gas quality
standards for distribution in California. Section 2.2.2.3 discusses
what would occur if there was an interruption in the supply of LNG.

G434-18
The purpose of the EIS/EIR is to describe the environmental effects
of the proposed Project. For example, section 15121(a) of State
CEQA Guidelines states "An EIR is an informational document
which will inform public agency decision-makers and the public
generally of the significant environmental effect of a project, identify
possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe
reasonable alternatives to the project."

G434-19
See the response to Comment G434-17. In addition, as quoted in
the EIS/EIR Section 1.2.5, “The proposed Project is an investment
by BHPB, a private firm, without any funding by public sources.”

G434-20
Section 1.2 addresses natural gas need.

The Project is funded by a private company; taxpayers would not
be responsible for bailout costs. The Deepwater Port Act requires a
demonstration of the Applicant’s financial stability to own, operate,
and decommission a DWP. In addition, the DWPA requires each
applicant as part of the license approval, to furnish a bond or
demonstrate other proof that if the project is “abandoned” then
sufficient monies would be available to the federal government for
either completion or demolition of the project.
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